A Responsible Service Dominant Logic by Petersen HL & Lemke F
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial 3.0 Unported License 
 
 
Newcastle University ePrints - eprint.ncl.ac.uk 
 
Petersen HL, Lemke F. 
A Responsible Service Dominant Logic. 
In: 24th International Colloquium on Relationship Marketing. 2016, Toulouse, 
France 
 
 
Paper presented at 24th International Colloquium on Relationship Marketing, held 6th-9th Sept 2016, 
Toulouse  
 
Conference website: 
https://icrm2016.sciencesconf.org/ 
 
Date deposited:   
19/10/2016 
  
ICRM2016 – PROCEEDINGS 53 
A Responsible Service Dominant Logic 
Henry Petersen*, University of Wisconsin, La Cross 
Fred Lemke, Newcastle University 
 
Purpose 
The purpose of this research project is to explore and demonstrate the dynamics behind the 
value creation process in the context of sustainability. As it currently stands, the service 
dominant logic as a theoretical proposition is not a sustainable one. In fact, it may serve to 
undermine the very progress being made for a sustainable future. 
Design/Methodology/Approach 
The literature review provides the foundation for conducting a case study that explores value 
co-creation in the context of sustainability. 
Findings 
The results demonstrate that there are a number of specific processes to be taken into 
consideration at the value creation interface. 
Originality 
The responsible service dominant logic approach applied in this paper is new and original as 
it pertains to value and the value creative process. The implications make a convincing case 
to alter the lexicons of the theory.  
 
Keywords: Service Dominant Logic, Corporate Social Responsibility  
 
Extended Abstract 
The Service Dominant Logic (SDL) is an alternative and contemporary theory of 
marketing that is also suggested to provide the basis for a general theory of business (Vargo 
and Lusch, 2004, Lusch and Vargo, 2014). SDL is commonly regarded as an ‘open source’ 
theory, emphasizing that conceptual thinking and empirical evidence are invited to contribute 
to its continuous advancement (Lusch and Vargo, 2014). This level of engagement of 
academics and practitioners has contributed to our modern understanding of the value 
concept, but there still remain important questions unanswered. Indeed, in its current state, 
it does not take into account a number of vital external variables. In fact, this is a blemish of 
the product dominant perspective, which has long held the view that the costs associated 
with the depletion of natural resources or damaging the natural environment was an 
externality and, therefore, not taken into consideration (Vargo and Lusch, 2004). The result is 
that business did not account for the damage or the consequences. In other words, the 
exploitation and destruction of the natural environment was free. This taken-for-granted-error 
remains unchallenged in theory, and therefore, SDL, in its current state, has the potential of 
making a similar error. We suggest that a contemporary model should incorporate the social, 
environmental and economic variables as per one would expect from a twenty first century 
business. 
A substantial stream of literature has focused on the management of social and 
environmental issues from a corporate strategy standpoint, identifying the benefits, not to 
mention enhanced shareholder value (Shrivastava, 1994, Walley and Whitehead, 1994, 
Dierickx and Cool, 1989). The opposite was also the case, noting that there were risks in 
avoiding the issues and, therefore, an associated financial cost if these risks were realized 
(Russo and Fouts, 1997, Leiss and Chociolko, 1994, Hamilton, 1995). Although much of the 
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debate could be focused upon which strategy1 is most successful (see Hart, 1997), this was 
the wrong question. The better question was why was this research movement necessary? 
In large part it was because the business models did not take into consideration a number of 
variables that were not easily reconcilable after the fact, namely social and environmental 
consequences. Today, being socially responsible has become a norm of business practice. 
In some circles the social and environmental responsibilities have been reconciled with their 
economic counterpart. Elkington (1999) coined this the ‘Triple Bottom Line’ after considering 
both the awareness that was generated as a result of the Brundtland (1987) report and the 
issues that have arisen in the social and environmental arenas. As an accounting approach 
to being responsible, the impetus was to capture or measure the value either generated or 
lost for each of the three arenas. From a practical standpoint, and a socially responsible one, 
Lemke and Petersen’s (Lemke and Petersen, 2013, Petersen and Lemke, 2015) spheres of 
responsibility provide a clean lens through which we may examine the premises of the SDL 
with respect to value. 
In this proposal, we only provide a very brief review of the literature on strategic 
sustainability with respect to reconciling environmental stewardship with financial gain. The 
emphasis of this literature stream was to legitimize the necessity of adopting a sustainability 
perspective in the product dominant model. This serves as a foundation for the consideration 
of sustainability in the Service Dominant Logic. At ICRM 2016, we will address the frame of 
reference of SDL and how modifications of the lexicons could render the theory as a holistic 
theoretical construct. A case study is currently being conducted to demonstrate the dynamics 
of a Responsible Service Dominant Logic with respect to value creation. The results of that 
study will be presented at ICRM, along with the conceptual model that will summarize the 
findings. On this basis, we will provide a complementary SDL view to recognize the missing 
sustainability angle and what this means for value co-creation. 
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1 Although we point to strategy, a number of proposals were made to change how business was conducted. Cradle to Cradle 
focused on the product, emphasizing the necessity to redesign products (McDonough and Braungart, 1998). Natural 
capitalism was proposed (Lovins, Lovins and Hawken, 1999) to attempt to change how resources are sourced, used and 
valued. Servicizing by (Rothenberg, 2007) was proposed to change business from selling a product to providing a service. In 
this case, a product may be sold but would eventually be taken back, following a model like that of leasing or renting. 
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